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US. Customs Service 
(T.D. 76-115) 


Manmade Fiber Textiles—Restriction on Entry 


Restriction on entry of manmade fiber textiles manufactured or produced in 
Haiti 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFrFiIcE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1976. 


There is published below the directive of March 31, 1976, received 
by the Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Committee 
for the. Implementation of Textile Agreements, concerning the 
restriction of entry into the United States of manmade fiber textiles 
in category 233, manufactured or produced in Haiti. This directive 
amends, but does not cancel, that Committee’s directive of Octo- 
ber 24, 1975 (T.D. 75-283). 

This directive was published in the Faprrat Recister on April 6, 
1976. (41 FR 14585), by the Committee. 

(QUO-2-1) 
JAMES D. CoLEMAN 
for Joun B. O’Loveartin, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 





THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C; 20230 


CoMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION, OF, TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 


March 31, 1976. 
CoMMIsSIONER OF CusToMs 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 
Dear Mr. ComMISsIONER: 
‘This directive amends, but does not cancel, the directive issued to 
you on October 24, 1975 by the Chairman, committee for the Imple- 
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mentation of Textile Agreements, regarding imports into the United 
States of man-made fiber textile products in Categories 233 and 238, 
produced or manufactured in Haiti. 

Under the terms of Annex B of the Arrangement Regarding Inter- 
national Trade in Textiles. done at. Geneva on December 20, 1973, 
and in accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 of 
March 3, 1972, you are directed to prohibit, effective on April 1, 1976, 
and for the twelve-month period beginning on August 29, 1975 and 
extending through August 28, 1976, entry into the United States for 
consumption and withdrawal from warehouse for consumption of 
man-made fiber textile products in Category 233, produced or man- 
ufactured in Haiti, in excess of an adjusted level of restraint of 86,742 
dozen.? 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of Haiti and 
with respect to imports of man-made fiber textile products from Haiti 
have been determined by the Committee for the Implementation of 
Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions of the United 
States. Therefore, the directions to the Commissioner of Customs, 
being necessary to the implementation of such actions, fall within the 
foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
553. This letter will be published in the Feprrat RecistEr. 


Sincerely, 


Arruur Gare. for ALAN PoLaNnsky, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance 
U.S. Department of Commerce 


(T.D. 76-116) 
Manmade Fiber Textiles—Restriction on Entry 


Restriction on entry of manmade fiber textiles manufactured or produced in 
Mexico 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1976. 


There is published below the directive of March 31, 1976, received 
by -the Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Committee 


1 The level of restraint has not been adjusted to reflect any entries made after August 29, 1975; 
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for the Implementation of Textile Agreements, amending the levels 
of restraint for certam manmade fiber textile products manufactured 
or produced in Mexico. This directive further amends, but does not 
cancel, that Committee’s directive of June 2, 1975 (T.D. 75-154). 
This directive was published in the FepERat ReeistEerR on April 5, 
1976 (41 FR 14429), by the Committee. 
(QUO-2-1) 
JAMES D. CoLEMAN, 
for Joun B. O’Loveatin, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 





THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230 


CoMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 


March 31, 1976. 
CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 


Dear Mr. ComMIssIonER: 


On June 2, 1975 the Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, directed you to prohibit entry during the 
twelve-month period beginning May 1, 1975 and extending through 
April 30, 1976 of cotton and man-made fiber textile products in 
certain specified categories, produced or manufactured in Mexico in 
excess of designated levels of restraint. The Chairman further advised 
you that the levels of restraint are subject to adjustment.’ 

Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International 
Trade in Textiles done at Geneva on December 20, 1973, pursuant to 
paragraph 7(a)(ii) of May 12, 1975, between the Governments of 
the United States and Mexico, and in accordance with the provisions 
of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 1972, you are directed to amend, 


1 The term “adjustment” refers to those provisions of the Bilateral Cotton, Wool, and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of May 12, 1975 between the Governments of the United States and Mexico which pro- 
vide, in part, that: (1) within the aggregate and applicable group limits, specific levels of restraint may be 
exceeded by specified percentages; (2) these levels may be increased for carryover and carryforward up to 
11 percent of the applicable category limit; (3) consultation levels may be increased within the aggregate 
and applicable group limits upon agreement between the two governments; and (4) administrative arrange- 
ments or adjustments may be made to resolve minor problems arising in the implementation of the 
agreement, 
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effective on March 31, 1976, the levels of restraint established for 
Categories 219, 225, 235, and 238 to the following amounts: 


Category Amended Twelve-month 
Level of Restraint 2 
219 687,602 dozen 
225 2,012,828 dozen 
235 359,004 dozen 
238 1,048,996 dozen 


The actions taken with respect to the Government of Mexico 
and with respect to imports of man-made fiber textile products from 
Mexico have been determined by the Committee for the Implementa- 
tion of Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions of the 
United States. Therefore, the directions to the Commissioner of 
Customs, being necessary to the implementation of such actions, fall 
within the foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions 
of 5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be published in the Frprrat ReaistEr. 


Sincerely, 


ARTHUR GaREL for ALAN PoLANsky, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance 
U.S. Department of Commerce 


(T.D. 76-117) 
Manmade Fiber Textiles—Restriction on Entry 


Restriction on entry of manmade fiber textiles manufactured or produced 
in the Republic of Korea 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1976. 


There is published below the directive of April 8, 1976, received 
by the Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Committee 
for the Implementation of Textile Agreements, amending the level 
of restraint for manmade fiber textiles, category 237, manufactured 


2 The levels of restraint have not been adjusted to reflect any entries made after April 30, 1975. 
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or produced in the Republic of Korea. This directive amends, but 
does not cancel, that Committee’s directive of September 25, 1976 
(T.D. 75-255). 

This directive was published in the FeprRat Reeister on April 13, 
1976 (41 FR 15441), by the Committee. 


(QUO-2-1) 


JAMES D. CoLEMAN, 
for Joun B. O’LovGHLin, 
Director, 

Duty Assessment Division: 


THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230 


COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION or TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 
April 8, 1976. 


CoMMISSIONER OF CusTOMS 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 


Dear Mr. ComMIssIONnER: 


This directive amends, but does not cancel, the directive issued 
to you on September 25, 1975 which directed you to prohibit entry 
during the twelve-month period beginning on October 1, 1975 and 
extending through September 30, 1976 of cotton, wool and man-made 
fiber textile products in certain specified categories, produced or manu- 
factured in the Republic of Korea, in excess of designated levels of 
restraint. The Chairman further advised you that the levels of restraint 
are subject to adjustment.? 

Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International 
Trade in Textiles done. at Geneva on December 20, 1973, pursuant 
to paragraph 7(a)(ii) of the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and Man-Made 
Fiber Textile Agreement of June 26, 1975, between the Governments 
of the United States and the Republic of Korea, and in accordance 


1 The term “adjustment” refers to those provisions of the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of June 26, 1975 between the Governments of the United States and the Republic of 
Korea which provide, in part, that: (1) within the aggregate and applicable group limits, specific levels 
of restraint may be adjusted by designated percentages; (2) these levels may be increased for carryover and 
carryforward up to 11 percent of the applicable category limit; (3) consultation levels may be increased 
within the aggregate and applicable group limits upon agreement between the two governments; and (4) 
administrative arrangements or adjustments may be made to resolve minor problems arising in the imple- 
mentation of the agreement, 
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with the provisions of Executive’ Order 11651 of March 3, 1972, 
you are directed to amend, effective on April 8, 1976, the level of 
restraint established for Category 237 to 147,922 numbers. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of the Republic 
of Korea and with respect to imports of cotton, wool and man-made 
fiber textile products from the Republic of Korea have been deter- 
mined by the Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agree- 
ments to involve foreign affairs functions of the United States. 
Therefore, the directions to the Commissioner of Customs, being 
necessary to the implementation of such actions, fall within the 
foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. 
This letter will be published in the Fepprat Ruaister. 


Sincerely, 


Aan PoLANsKY, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance 
U.S. Department of Commerce 


(T.D. 76-118) 
Sales between Selected Purchasers 


U.S. Customs Service position on sales to selected purchasers in light of the 
decision in J. L. Wood v. United States, C.A.D. 1139 (1974) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., April 26, 1976. 


The decision of the Court of Customs,and Patent Appeals in 
J. L. Wood v. United States, C:A.D. 1139 (1974) concerned the criteria 
to be used in determining whether the price to a selected purchaser 
fairly reflects the market value so as to establish export value within 
the meaning of section 402(b) and (f)(1)(B), Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended. 

In examining the scope of evidence to be used in determining 
whether a sale to a selected purchaser “fairly reflects the market 
value,” the court concluded “that export value be determined by 
considering only the exporting country’s market for exportation to 
the United States.” In this regard, the court overruled United States v. 
Acme Steel Co., 51 C.C.P.A. 81, C.A.D. 841 (1964), ‘‘to the extent that 
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it approved consideration of sales in the domestic market of the 
exporting country in the determination of export value.” Addi- 
tionally, footnotes 11, 12, and 13 to the decision and the accompanying 
text could be read as indicating the Court’s disapproval of testing 
the price to the selected purchaser against prices to third countries 
or against the costs of producing the merchandise. 

While the court did not discuss in detail what type of evidence of 
market value would be appropriate, its decision on the facts of the 
case provides some insight into its thinking. In pertinent part the 
court ruled: 


In this case, we have all necessary market evidence, since Carter, 
Ltd., sells for export to selected purchasers in the United States— 
Carter, Inc., and the OEMs. The price to the OEMs and to 
Carter, Inc., is the same. Because the OEMs are unrelated to 
Carter, Ltd., or Carter, Inc., further proof of what price the 
merchandise is able to command in the market is not needed. 


The Customs Service interprets this ruling to mean that where there 
are sales to a related selected purchaser and to several unrelated 
selected purchasers, or merely sales to several unrelated selected 
purchasers at the same price, then it is bound to look only to the 
exporting country’s market for exportation to the United States. 
The Customs Service acquiesces in this view, although the mere fact 
that the merchandise is sold to several unrelated selected purchasers 
at the same price does not, ipso facto, make that price the export value 
of the merchandise. 

It should be noted, however, that if there were sales for export to 
the United States of such or similar merchandise by other manufac- 
turers, these sales would also be competent evidence as to whether a 
price fairly reflected the market value. Further, if an examination of 
this type of evidence leads to the conclusion that a given price was 
not a fair reflection of market value, this evidence could be used to 
establish an export value under section 402(b) and (f)(4), Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended. 

The more difficult question is the position which should be taken 
when the “necessary market evidence’”’ is not available; 7.e., when there 
are sales only to related selected purchasers, or sales only to one 
unrelated selected purchaser. Then the criterion applied by the court 
is not available, for there would be no ‘‘market” for export to the 
United States outside of the sale in question. This leaves three possible 
courses of action: (1) to automatically accept the price as establishing 
export value, (2) to automatically reject the price for lack of evidence 
that it fairly reflects the market value; or, (3) to use other available 
evidence for comparison purposes. 


205-322—76——2 
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The Customs Service is of the opinion that Congress enacted 
section 402(f)(1)(B) specifically to preclude the automatic accept- 
ance or rejection of a sales price to a selected purchaser. Therefore, 
in those instances where the ‘‘necessary market evidence’’ does not 
exist, the Customs Service is required to look to whatever other 
evidence might be available for comparison purposes. Such evidence 
might include, but is not necessarily limited to, any of the following: 
(1) circumstances of sale, e¢.g., the manner in which the price was 
determined ; (2) the relative mark-ups of the exporter and the importer; 
(3) quantities and level of trade; (4) home market sales; (5) sales to 
third countries; or (6) cost of producing the merchandise. This 
evidence would be used only for comparison purposes, and if it does 
not lead to the acceptance of the price at which the goods are invoiced, 
it would not be used to establish a substitute export value. 


(CLA-2-R:CV) 


Lronarp LEHMAN, 
Acting Commissioner of Customs. 


CUSTOMS 9 
(T.D. 76-119) 
Drawback—Customs Regulations amended 
Section 22.43, Customs Regulations, relating to drawback verifications, amended 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C. 


TITLE 19—CUSTOMS DUTIES 


Cuapter I—UnitTep States Customs SERVICE 
PART 22 — DRAWBACK 


Section 22.43 of the Customs Regulations (19 CFR 22.43) provides 
that drawback verifications are to be performed by the Customs 
Agency Service (now known as the Office of Investigations). However, 
as a result of the establishment of Regulatory Audit Divisions in each 
Customs region, drawback verifications have become the responsi- 
bility of the regional commissioners of Customs and will be within the 
immediate jurisdiction of the Director, Regulatory Audit Division, 
in each region. 

Accordingly, in order to conform the Customs Regulations with the 
organizational change described above, to further clarify the draw- 
back verification function, and to expressly provide in the Customs 
Regulations that drawback claims will not be liquidated until the 
first claim for drawback has been verified, as has been Customs 
practice, section 22.43 of the Customs Regulations (19 CFR 22.43) is 
amended to read as follows: 


§ 22.43 Verification of drawback claims. 


(a) The first claim filed under a drawback rate shall be verified 
by the regional Regulatory Audit Division under the jurisdication 
of the regional commissioner in whose region the claim is filed when 
the factory covered by the claim is also located in the same region. 
No subsequent claim for drawback shall be liquidated until the 
first claim for drawback has been verified. 

(b) 1f the claim is filed in one region and one or more of the 
factories covered by the claim is located in another region, the re- 
gional commissioner receiving the claim, in addition to taking the 
action required by paragraph (a) of this section, shall forward a 
copy of the claim and a copy of the relevant drawback statement and 
drawback rate, together with a request for verification, to the 
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regional commissioners in whose regions the other factories are 
located. 

(c) The verifying official shall verify the claim and material 
set forth in the related drawback statement. Similar action shall 
be taken upon receipt of the first drawback claim filed under an 
amendment of a drawback rate. Verification as to drawback rates 
and amendments shall include an examination of the manufacturing 
records and all other accounting and financial records relating to the 
transaction. 

(d) Schedules, supplemental schedules, and supplemental advi- 
sory schedules, when not incorporated in a drawback statement or 
supplemental statement, shall be verified when received. 

(e) It is the responsibility of the regional commissioner receiving 
drawback documents to determine if verification is required. It is 
also his responsibility, when verification is required, to initiate 
the necessary verification action described in paragraphs (a) and 
(b) of this section. 

(f) Regional commissioners shall refer drawback documents to 
the regional Regulatory Audit Division for verification whenever 
such reference is believed to be required for the orderly and efficient 
administration of the drawback law and regulations, and occa- 
sionally in any case. 


(R.S. 251, as amended, sec. 624, 46 Stat. 759 (5 U.S.C. 301, 19 U.S.C. 66, 
1624)) 


Because this amendment merely conforms the Customs Regulations 
to a transfer of functions within the United States Customs Service 
or conforms the Customs Regulations to existing Customs practices, 
notice and public procedure thereon is found to be unnecessary and 
good cause exists for dispensing with a delayed effective date under 
the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. 

Effective date. This amendment shall be effective upon publication 
in the Frprrat Reaister. 


(ADM-9-03) 


Rontanp RayMonp, 
Acting Commissioner of Customs. 


Approved April 20, 1976, 
Davin R. Macpona.p, 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


[Published in the Feprrat Reatster April 30, 1976 (41 FR 18071)] 
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(T.D. 76-120) 


Customs Reference Facilities—Customs Regulations amended 


Section 103.1, Customs Regulations, amended, to reflect changes in"the 
addresses of public reference facilities 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C. 


TITLE 19—CUSTOMS DUTIES 
Cuapter I—Unirep States Customs SERVICE 
PART 108 — AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION 


Section 103.1 of the Customs Regulations (19 CFR 103.1) sets 
forth the addresses of the various offices where the United States 
Customs Service maintains a public reading room or public reading 
area where the material required to be made available under 5 U.S.C. 
552(a)(2) and Part 103 of the Customs Regulations may be inspected 
and copied. 

The addresses of the United States Customs Service (Headquarters) 
and Region I—Boston, have changed. It is therefore necessary to 
amend section 103.1 to reflect these changes. 

Accordingly, the addresses of the United States Customs Service 
(Headquarters) and Region I—Boston, set forth in section 103.1 of the 
Customs Regulations (19 CFR 103.1) are amended to read as follows: 


§103.1 Public reference facilities. 
* * * * * 
United States Customs Service 
(Headquarters) 
1301 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20229. 


Region I—Boston 
100 Summer Street, Suite 1819 
Boston, Mass. 02110. 


* * * * * 
(R.S. 251, as amended, sec. 624, 46 Stat. 759 (19 U.S.C. 66, 1624)) 


Because these amendments merely conform the Customs Regula- 
tions with certain administrative changes, notice and public procedure 
thereon is found to be unnecessary and good cause exists for dispensing 
with a delayed effective date under the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. 


—t. 
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Effective date. This amendment shall become effective upon publi- 
cation in the Freprrat Reaister. 


(ADM-9-03) 
Roxianp Raymonp, 
Acting Commissioner. of Customs. 


Approved April 20, 1976, 
Davin R. Macponatp, 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


(Published in the Feprrant Reaister April 30, 1976 (41 FR 18071)] 





Decisions of the United States 
Customs Court 


United States Customs Court 


One Federal Plaza 
New York, N.Y. 10007 


Chief Judge 


Nils A. Boe 
Judges 
Paul P. Rao James L. Watson 
Morgan Ford Herbert N. Maletz 
Scovel Richardson Bernard Newman 
Frederick Landis Edward D. Re 


Senior Judges 


David J. Wilson 
Mary D. Alger 
Samuel M. Rosenstein 
Clerk 


Joseph E. Lombardi 





Abstracts 
Abstracted Protest Decisions 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, April 19, 1976. 


The following abstracts of decisions of the United States Customs 
Court at New York are published for the information and guidance 
of officers of the customs and others concerned. Although the decisions 
are not of sufficient general interest to print in full, the summary 
herein given will be of assistance to customs officials in easily locating 
cases and tracing important facts. 

Vernon D. AcREE, 
Commissioner of Customs. 
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CUSTOMS COURT 21 


Judgment of the-United States Customs Court 
in Appealed Case 


Aprit 16, 1976 


AppraL 76-5.—United States v. Mego Corp.—Vinyt Sponce 
LeatHEerR Gioves—VinyL Leatuer Boxtna Guioves—Toys, 
OrHer—Basresatt Gtioves—Boxine Guioves—TSUS. C.D. 
4614. Appeal dismissed March 24, 1976. 





Appeal to United States Court of 
Customs and Patent Appeals 


AppEAL 76-17.—United States v. Ataka America, Inc.— Fiper- 
scopeE—M epicat-OpticaLt INSTRUMENT—ELECTRO-MEDICAL AP- 
PARATUS—I'SUS. Appeal from C.D. 4637. 

Merchandise described on the invoices as “Olympus Upper GI 
Photofiberscope, Model GIF-D, without CLE [a specially designed 
light power unit used in connection with the fiberscope] and FIT 
[a camera specially designed for use in connection with the fiber- 
scope]”’ was assessed at 25 percent ad valorem under the provision in 
item 709.05, Tariff Schedules of the United States, as modified by 
T.D. 68-9, for other medical-optical instruments and appliances and 
parts thereof. Plaintiff-appellee claimed that the merchandise was 
more than a medical-optical instrument and properly dutiable at 
6 percent under the provision in item 709.17, as modified, for other 
electro-medical apparatus and parts thereof. The Customs Court 
sustained plaintiff’s claim. 

It is claimed that the Customs Court erred in finding and holding 
that the merchandise is properly classifiable under item 709.17, supra; 
in not finding and holding that it is properly classified under item 
709.05, supra; in finding and holding that the merchandise is “‘more 
than” an optical instrument; in not finding and holding that under 
the main superior heading for medical, dental, surgical and veterinary 
instruments and apparatus, the merchandise is properly classifiable 
as optical instruments and appliances rather than as ‘other’ than 
optical instruments and appliances; in not finding and holding that 
the statutory definition of “optical instruments” as contained in 
headnote 3 to part 2, schedule 7 of TSUS is applicable to the subject 
merchandise and in not finding and holding that the subject merchan- 
dise is within that definition; in not finding and holding that the mer- 
chandise is an instrument which incorporates one or more optical 
elements, and that the incorporated optical element is not solely used 
for viewing a scale or for some other subsidiary purpose; in finding and 
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holding that the previously enunciated judicial tests for optical instru- 
ments are “inappropriate” in the instant action and, therefore, are 
not to be followed in determining the proper classification of the 
merchandise; in finding and holding that the record in the instant 
action supported a finding that the merchandise is used 80 to 100 
percent of the time with the ancillary capabilities in operation, which 
typified the use of the subject merchandise; in not finding and holding 
that the dominant or primary use of the subject merchandise lies in 
the employment of its optical features; in finding and holding that the 
pleadings estopped defendant from contesting the correctness of plain- 
tiff’s claimed classification; in not finding and holding that the mer- 
chandise, if ‘more than” medical-optical apparatus, is also “‘more 
than” “electro-medical apparatus”; and in finding and holding that 
the additional photographic capability of the subject merchandise is 
“optical” in nature. 


Index 


US. Customs Service 


Customs reference facilities: changes in the addresses of; sec. 103.1, T.D.No. 


CARs, “SQMGAGG0 22 os Soo oe Pe a as ree 76-120 
Drawback verifications; liquidation of drawback claims; sec. 22.43, C.R., 
OMNUNCCG oe oe a i ee ee eee 76-119 
Manmade fiber textiles; restriction on entry: 
Hal: oat pce ka oun oe eae eee ee ee ee 76-115 
Mores, Repinuc Ol. oo. oa oe ee 76-117 
MOSICO. boo coat as Soo e eo ba et oe ee 76-116 


Sales between selected purchasers; Customs position in light of C.A.D. 
1139 (1974), J. kc Weed o. Ontles alates... ooo os chk i 76-118 


Customs Court 


Appeal to U.S. Court of Customs and Patent Appeals (p. 21): 
Appeal: 
76-17—Fiberscope; medical-optical instruments; electro-medical ap- 
paratus; TSUS. 


Judgment in appealed case (p. 21): 
Appeal: 
76-5—Vinyl sponge leather gloves; vinyl leather boxing gloves; toys, 
other; baseball gloves; boxing gloves; TSUS. Dismissed March 24, 
1976. 
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